August 26, 1970 


Or*. James B. Rhoads 

Areal ’/is t of the Uni ted States 

Sati oriel Archives and Records Service 

Washington, D. G. 201*08 * 6 

Dear Dr. Bhoads; 


ihe P i c turo of the /* *.» ^ . , / 

duplication of tho one you badges rl ££*? *» r °* ?* Jchn Iiohols in 
With . rath,.- f £ r ?f 6 ““^a, 

enci minor punches, the more •»«.!*”, ' r ^se^, wrinkles, crimps 

backing and not sealing the JnialM*' ® cc °®^ ishsd omitting all 
nal, if petty, vontinS of a Z?ll± 9 i f* is oa ~ of fc ’ Q - origi- 

undamaged so I can, if aeeeafarJ ^^ ly * the negative seLa 

should 1 require it, thus relisJin^L.® ^ fcter Priat mads locally 
housekeeping chores of tending an'frchi ® a ° ?i!aoU£ burdsa ^ ordinary 
sent imposes upon your overtax*^ “° lr a sss *s8inatsc preai- 

a ® Dr * Ang ® 1,s lets ^ of August 19 m 6 kfrJo n Xp 3 ^nt! Steffad SgSacy ’ 


Wars it not that jl have for i _ ... 

there was and is no ra£aoow3r~shr.r?J iy te ' . JO ®. Personal assuranc 


that 


see that C«n^„ & 

course, your assurances are not -nti-Xv 3 -®? J ® at P u bsfcte2> * Of 
quirsa for simple responses to S mfck th ? re ‘ 

rather extra ordinary, .« inquiries. Ho«sver, is it not 


But^s u ? f . ^ ««a - letter 

The re for s, it is meet to edd^f ss W L fh!,® * ettsr then to read it? 
The first thing in your i*tfc-r LS ^ to writa £Uch loa £ lett« 
ease in point. In passing, I not- th! fIi«EI*^? n £ aad 8 PP^Prie to 
is one of she additional Reasons r ^L f l ?° 0a inhersat la it, «hii 
sucn length, and ths known end total c-oStuS ^ P15s £ ° «- tsa a ^d st 
saoat pertinent, established aphay!! ff ^ froB ths law ««* ths 
Gulick, 411 Fed. 696 (196?)} it*** 1 *** Hail Lia3 ’ Ltd. v. 

the law to research your precious -r^hi a f oeS33r 7 to research 
president and the official investi^? 1 aa , ^ sssassinafeion of a 
feeling with which th purity of i f» suoh is th ® tender 

cation with which you arei ^T® is Preserved, the dedi- 

national interest^ required that JveJvthi^rV 0 *? 81 * fiadia @ thst «» 
available. Here is a true -efleati n-, Be in your custody and 

ing bs suppressed. But to fcfa^polnt thffc*? official policy that noth 

saa point that is most relevant, the need 
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for writing letters: It required about; a hundred days for you *o 

anawar ay firs- request for this "memorandum of bransfer*!“ Surely 

“«?ir ^r/- b 


lead I tell you how long thereafter it reauired for you to "answer* 

*y r9 ^ est federal copy of this ease pap^i J ^ 

"5° 3 then * is responsible for the extent of this corrospondanc* and 
wno pauses waste of bias, for whom? F uaoao„, *nct 

" / 

You return to this at the top of page S' and below tbs middle of oe 2 => 
you rs ^ at falsehood about "private” papers^?* tfc* - 
.£ g° . « ,el 3°py cannot, by am so flexible an imagination ss you »» 
on occasion, able to draw upon, be so described! (Ms? I ask ? iatarin. 

two other papers?) «hars you refer~to' 

•> 08 ' co Ptes oj. six the covering xettars?, if fch-5 » « a *• b-< -- 

pepers would appear to have been sent you‘witbcut snj/’ 
f a " wh8t; i 3 ° r f-^ater interest, would you please, since your i“tt~ 
~3©ffi3 to bo designed for tbs making of tins kind of record you or v 0 u~ 

a*n^?5uTe?y oV'-hT J ° U ia f ormed ** «»* the SecrJfc Service* 

sent you a copy of vhis memorencmm in Februarv for vo» to rwnwja*. ^ 

?i£ ‘ i% Py 2T/l°J- ““V* in &»?5 SV , , Sd youJ 

August 19, more then a half-year later. 

I cause go ar staff to waste time in letter-writing? With this record? 

It is a year and a half since you informed me, ~face-to-faee, that vou 
ore area a stuoy made (nnaolicitedly) to see if all my inqu* r*i»»s 
baa been responded to. Then and thereafter, I informed' you they h^d 

?S«st ioS* n? e ?f e n? hara * ter ? f *?* Bafcej,ial oi> interest and the 
!L ; “ ■ of suppression, the pseudo-scholarly "withhold* 

uha. you prefer xs not appropriate), let me remind you of one, in- 
? violation of your own regulations, an axpSLXon of £„ 
y S a a co PJ tlls G3A -family contract exelusiv&lv to on* 

aaterial you could depend" upon end whose syco- 

^cr^ht- t S - B t assumption, after telling mo it was 

lnpcshD^ lop tnis contract to be used la other than a "sensational 
or uaox.gn.il xcd moaner”, and than delayed sanding me a copy "until after 
hxs s^cry, so congenial to official desires, appeared in ? prlnt~ r- 

»*-£ tMS **“*”*" ««**«*■ activity -'and 

How many letters did I write in the futility of seeking an oxolans- 

bl- ; oL^ n “^2 rS 5311(3 th&t ?ou *** find such letters imoonaeaial, 
mithsr yo» aor those who preceded you to fc«k* the r~- 
spvn»ioilities you nold or to violate the regulations unde- nhi^h. vou 

IZt'iEThV* dU *»**» tb f ia * ^ should bf obviS, S?! STyouf 
-hau the -buss acre, ana real waste of time, is by |ou and of me. 

Your asxfc paragraph is in answer to an inquiry by ms to put me in a 

faforift!'oS 8 *S?®fK aS intead *f and ordered, to use the "Freedom of 
Information Act" (now appropriate that you, too, use quotes!). ?he 
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ol^sr purpose of feMs law and its language requires reasonable speed 

Di ?- 7 ° U °° 2n ? 1 y with thls? Yet if I depart from the 
regulations, wou*a you nov ask a court to throw cut my suU’ He^e 
again, woo is responsible for the waste of whose time? And ’the do- 
tx^&± of wile s a rights und^r &ha lawt 

f sxt you to 0 * vi<5 ?es*rie and el though, to your knowledge, I 

mvo , ® ou ® 14 ' pap«? available on Parrle for almost four years, 

you hero report tne existence of soma for thaTflrs t ih^T. — HoFTa's 
you aay elsewhere, was it possible f o r~ts* to hf. vs lea mod of them bv 
using your- search room, for this knowledge comes from materials you 
nave almoy refused to let a* examine. X asked years ago. Below 
*n« aidnifrg oi page 3 , you return to this, to repeat a falsehood this 
correspondence long ego established as e /falsehood. Your frivolity 
of. suggesting X search tbs files in person is again limed. "Hothioi? 
was removed iroa the name file for Perrie except the pages of the 
rile •■'ha „ are withheld under the guidelines ... n , Rubbish! X went 
anc saw, as you asked, and I reported to you that the file was gutted. 
For even whose pages allegedly withhold under the guidelines, there 
«*ss aov one of your customary green slips recording and explaining 
5,219 removal. There ware, as X then, immediately, told you, either 
oas or two items only, sad a separate folder, identified as oi* file 
Jf* a ® i* 0 * 1 fssall, was either empty or close to it. My letter "makes 
aiA 0i clear. You did not refute it or invite me back in to see 

s reconstituted fils. Whereas your first page rattles off a long list 
or Secret Service documents, the files X saw did not contain then, X 
oslxeve tnxs is not because the Secret Service did not supply them aer 
oecause it refused to replace them, for the Secret -arvice is the one* 
agency that seems disposed to help you have what you do not want to 
nsv®, $ complete archive. 


I am not responding paragraph by paragraph for, in just shout every 
case, there exists sa adequate record and reading mj letters is, of 
courss j so uncojafor' tss&X'S? fox 9 so coxisiz^si.nr** 


However, the second paragraph on page 2 opens with a fine sample 0 <* 
federal semantics, elevated to a new high state by the Presidential 
assassination and federal writing (not restricted to letters) on it. 
I nove^ the ^ intros ion of an unreality, the word "numerical'' » 2e will 
face that in due time and proper place. The rest of it has been re- 
sponded to. Having appealed through your so-called channels of ap- 
peals, completely without response, I have no need to duplicate the 
experience. 


The Perris case already cited is enough to resnond to your third para- 
graph on page 2 . First you gut the files (and, although I shall not 
now go into it, do fibers tely misfile )| you hold ms responsible fc** not 
giving you information you make it impossible for as to have; and* then, 
when x &a&t you tell mo what is not so, that the documents are avail- 
able. Making s gutted file available to ms is to give me nothing but 
the need to write you further. 
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The last paragraph also offers me nothing. But, since you seem Intent 
upon asking a record, it would have bean nice if you had. set forth why 
your photographer "thinks that 8*10 prints would not be satisfactory' 1 . 
Can it be because these are not photographic negatives, that you do' 
not have a normal photograph in the entire file snd on the entire csub- 
jsct that is a normal photograph and is susceptible of ordinary en- 
largement, save for thoss this condition forced you to make, the same 
ones you refuse, in departure from your own practice and the law, to 
copy fop me? 

Page 3 begins with a fins representation of the condition of ea ar- 
chive to an assassinated president and sn excellent reflection of the 
official attitude toward that crime and tbp archive. You do not hsv® 
certain files. You know how to replace them. You simply refuse to 
do this. How great a ’’task” is this? Does it require mors than the 
lifting of a telephone? Is it, indeed, the "task” that you shun? Is 
it that laborious? And is this your own characterise tion. of your own 
and official concern for this archive, on this subject? If you are 
not to do this, who is? If not to you, to whom, than, does the execu- 
tive order relate? As I ha vs earlier asked, if this la not done , is 
tills executive order sny better than the most unseemly propaganda? 

Do you here treat it as anything other than propaganda? 

'Ths regret" you allege feeling over ths "error" by which you so long 
withheld from sse ths picture you took for Dr. John Hichols in dupli- 
cation of that you earlier took for ms explains nothing, even if it 
is "regret" you feel and "error’* that this was. So that ws can have 
a complete record where you seem to bo intent upon making one to which 
you might later refer in a manner that you may find suitable for spe- 
cial purposes, why do you not record "when this "srro?" was discovered 
and how long it took for you to inform me of it and provide ths pic- 
ture"? Was" it just a few days ago, as the ais inf orated reader of your 
letter might assume or, what is sore in point, might by it be misled 
into assuming? 

This instance also relates to who is abusing whom, who is responsible 
for the time consumed in reading - and writing - letters. For how 
long did you deny you had taken, any such pictures for me, severs! 
members of your staff knowing better? For pow long did you deny I 
had sent you an electrostatic copy when you requested that ? For how 
long did you just refuse to duplicate the picture for ms? And how 
aptly this addresses a separate matter, how well you tend your respon- 
sibilities, how cere fully you do that with which s child could be en- 
trusted. You invoke ths need for preserving these materials as a 
disguise for suppressing them, yst you cannot do so simple s silling as 
keeping them filed? Is this how you “preserve" your archive? You 
here acknowledge that, in December 1969, you did have this really un- 
necessary electrostatic copy of ths picture you took for me ) the nega- 
tive was clearly marked as having been made for me, whether or not you 
hsd s print in ths file). How did it some to taka eight months to 
correct this ''regretted", as you describe it, "error"’?"' 

And what kind of research do you sake possible with this kind of files- 
ka aping? what good does it do a careful researcher to use your search 
room when you provide him with incomplete and misrepresented files? 
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3fou say that ’’the memorandum of January IS, 1961, had been rone red 
from the file of ^ memoranda concerning staff meetings and conferences 
be! ore your stamina t ion of the fils. ' I note there was no record of 
this in the file, when your practise is tc insert s slip- sheet, and 
i cou 4 -d not have been a ■ware of the existence of more such documents 
without having seen them. This would not be the first case where 
something was denied me after I saw it, either. I ask you now if, 
to tbs knowledge of your staff, this is a complete file, if all such 
records are now in it or accounted for in it. And I also ask you wnat 
you do. not say, why it was removed. The subject is one on which there 
is federal sensitivity, Oswald's federal connections. This is not 
subject to withholding under existing regulations . why, I rapes t", 
was it removed? And if the file is not now complete, why is it Tiot 
now complete? Her© I also not© that your,/ agency provided this house- 
keeping service to the Commission, so you should have all the roaui- 
site knowledge. 


I have earlier alluded 
researchers", the comps 
As I have reported your 
non-re search* rs. exslus 


this appropriate point 
you go to call to the a 
has produced. If this 
char explanation, there 
to you. There la also 
clear to you by other sa- 


te your great desi 
ssionste concern 
expression of fchi 
iveiy, what you ha 


to record the cons 
t tent ion of my c 
is not clear to yo 
are those in your 
the prospect that. 


'e for "fairness to other 
o nobly expressed on page 4 . 
s lofty sentiment in giving 
v& denied me, I also use 
idarable trouble to which 
.patifcors whs t ray work alone 
u, personally, without fur— 
agency who can explain it 
in time, it may become 


Had you discharged, or even intended to discharge, the obligations 
you voluntarily assumed in accepting your high office, neither the 
letter of August 19 nor this response would have been, required, 
where that letter is not false, it is deceptive. Whore it does not 
openly misrepresent, it is carefully calculated to accomplish this 
purpose. And it is contrived to impose upon others who might at 
soma time read it. Would it be wrong to anticipate that you might 
regard & federal judge as one such person? 


So that you may be in the same position as X am to evaluate the 
fsd-eral word as I must, I encourage you to examine my correspondence 
with the Department of Justice relating to what was withheld from me 
concerning James 3arl Hay. A portion of the earlier part only is 
attached to Civil Action No. 713-70, ia Federal District Court in 
Washington. In that ease, you will also find a summary judgaaist en- 
tered a week age. If you read the entire file of this correspondence, 
you will find that there is no single truthful letter addressed to 
tsb - not a single one - aside from the quite proper inquiries that 
were ignored. The existence of tbs file that the Justice Department 
originated was denied. Possession of the copy it had confiscated 
was denied. X was also assured this fils was required to be denied 
me under the provisions of $ U.3.C. 552, another deliberate falsehood. 
Ann one a I filed suit, there was no single one of the papers the De- 
partment filed in court that was not falsa and known to be false, the 
Inst ons of which X have a copy being, in addition, perjurious. 
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This 1 

Nor is 
i aeons 
point. 


not the only case of federal perjury on this subject. 


the record of the correspondence 
.stent with this cited record. X 
its character will change. 


you have addressed to ass 
can only hops that, at a cm 


Sincerely, 


/ 


Harold Woisberg 



